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; 5 0 U R : E : C E P C L I S u s EPA, SUPERFUND PROGRAM 

LONG-TERM HUMAN HEALTH PROTECTION WORKSHEET 
RUN TIME: 4/29/0!) 4:08 PM 

MI ; Name: MATTHIESSEN AND HEGELER ZINC COMPANY EPAID: IL0D00064782 

NPL SlElus Currently on the Final NPL 

F e j o n : 05 Section: SFD/RRB#1/RRS3: 090594400 Primary RPM: COLLIER, DEMAREE 

h'E ;>uaey status: InsufTicient Data to Determine Human Exposure Control Status 

HE lEstimated Cont-ol Date: 9/30/2025 LTHHP Estimated Conlrol Date: 9/30/2025 HE Last Review Date: 5/23/2008 

J.jsI fication "ype Justification Date: 

J j j t licalion ext: If sile status has changed, please enter a justification as to why the status has changed: 

l(jp.ii^n^n35h^tt;p37*,djM5^s^^ ( iU^-J rv.T - t — ^ \ 

RPM Certified: Yos 

Definition: The Long-Term Human Health Protection El documents the progress achieved towards providing long-term 
hu^^an health protection by measuring the incremental progress achieved in controlling unacceptable human exposures at 
a site. 

iSlep 1 Is there sufficient known and reliable information to make an evaluation on human exposure at this site? 

Ansv/er: No 

SDMS Number(s). 

Ls l f<eference Document(s): 
EPA Region 5 Records Ctr. 

Illilll 

Insufficient Data 
j to Determine 

^ ° \ Human Exposure 
/ I Control Status 

I 
372416 

y y 
Yes 

Step i : Have all long-term human exposure-related cleanup goals been met for the entire site? 

Ansv/er: 

SDMS Number(s) 

L'St Fieference Documentis): 

Yes 

y L 
No 

No 

Stf.'p ; : Are there complete human exposure pathways between contaminated groundwater, soil surface water! 
sedimsnl or .air media and human receptors such thai exposures can be reasonably expected under cunent 
ccndit ons? 

j Ansv'^r: 

I SDMS NumDer(s) 

I l ist Flefereiice Documentis): 

^ 

Long-Term 
Human Health 

F'rolection 
Achieved 

I Yes 

pletp A A e the acttial or reasonably expected human exposures associated wolh the complete pathways identified in 
|Ste!p J within acceptable limits under current conditions? 

: A^sv/^r: 

I SDMS Mumt.er(s) 

I L st fieference Document(s): 

(continued on next page) J Yes 

No 

- ^ 

Current Human 
Exftosures Not 

C:ontrolled 



(continued from previous page) 

- > 

HL_ 
Step 5: Is the site Construction Complete, is the remedy operating as intended, and are engineering and instilulional 
controls (if required), in place and effective'-' 

Answer: 

SDMS Number(s): 

List Reference DocurTient(s): 

No 

Yes 

r Current Human 
Exposures 
Controlled 

\ j Exposures 

^ 

Current Human | 
Exposure 

Controlled and 
Protective 

Remedy in Place 

Step 6. Are there continuing exposures at thie sile? Answer Yesonly 7f EPA (or a state or PRP)~ has^xhausted all 
response actions and legal authorities to prevent unacceptable human exposure, yet exposures continue due to a 
refusal by the property owner(s) to participate in the remedy (e.g., refusal to accept a municipal water supply hookup) 
AND the region wishes to exercise its discretion to classify this sile as Human Exposure Under Control, consistent 
with the requirements laid out in the Superfund Environmental Indicators Guidance (OSWER 9285.02. March 2008, 
pages 4-10 and 4-11). 

Answer: 

Exposure Pathway Description 

If Human Exposure Is NOT under control, pleas? describe the exposure pathway. 

y ] Approved by Headquarters Environmental Coordinator 
Unofficial 

Currently, there is insufficient Information to determine the site-wide Human Exposure Control status at the Matthiessen and HegeleTZinc 
':ompany Superfund Site. The site was used for a variety of industrial activities including mining and smelt ing, and metals contamination of 
oils and nearby water bodies is expected to be the primary risk. Exposure pathways include possible trespassers on the site as wel l as 
learby ofl-slte residents to soi l contamination, and aquatic receptors. Tlie site is fenced except along the Vermill ion River. Remedial 
nvestlgation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) sampling began in July 2007, with a PRP conducting the work on a portion of the Site (including the 
ittle Vermillion River) and U.S. EPA conducting the Investigation on the remaining part of the Site. U.S. EPA also completed some 

esidential soi l screening around the Site for contaminants that may have migrated off-site and into residential yards. The results from Ihis 
sampling event does not indicate that high levels of wide-spread contamination have migrated off-sKe, but supplemental sampling is needed 
:o f i l l in data gaps to ensure that no areas have been missed. The ful l results of this residential sampling effort, along with the results from 
:he on-site sampling and river sampling, wi l l be used in the generation of the risk assessment report which is planned to be completed 
sometime in 2009. 

Official 

Currently, there Is insufficient information to determine the site-wide Human Exposure Control status at the Matthiessen and Hegeler Zinc 
Company Superfund Site. Tt>e site was used for a variety of industrial activities including mining and smelt ing, and metals contamination of 
soi ls and nearby water bodies is expected to be the primary risk. Exposure pathways include possible trespassers on the site as well as 
nearby off-site residents to soil contamination, and aquatic receptors. The sKe is fenced except along the Vermill ion River. Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) sampling began in July 2007, with a PRP conducting the work on a portion of the Site (including the 
Little Vermillion River) and U.S. EPA conducting the investigation on the remaining part of the Site. U.S. EPA also completed some 
residential soil screening around the Site for contaminants that may have migrated off-site and into residential yards. The results from this 
sampling event does not Indicate that high levels of wide-spread contamination have migrated off-site, but supplemental sampling is needed 
to f i l l in data gaps to ensure that no areas have been missed. The ful l results of this residential sampling effort, along with the results from 
the on-site sampling and river sampling, wi l l be used in the generation of the risk assessment report which is planned to be completed 
sometime in 2009. 

Approvals (Initial and Date) 

RPM Section Chief Technical Review Branch Chief IMC Data Entry 

W - 1̂ 1-0 l l L f i|"i/&'i %vr'^r>i!j^ 



RUN DATE: 10/30/08 14:06 

SOURCE: CERCLIS 

Superfund Migration of Contaminated 
Ground Water Under Control 

Worksheet 

ONFIDENTIAL FOR 
INTERNAL USE ONLY 

De-lnit on Is Ihe migration of contaminated ground water being controlled through engineered or natural processes? 

Region: 05 Section: Primary RPM: DEMAREK C O L L I E R 

Site Name: HATTHIKSSBN AND HEGELBR ZINC COMPANY EPA ID: IL00000647a2 

GW Survey Status: I n s u f f i c i e n t Data t o Determine Contaminated Groundwater Migra t ion Cont ro l S t a t u s 

Justification Date: Justif ication Type: 

Estimated Under Control Date: 9/30/2025 

Justif ication Text: If site siatus has changed. Please enter a justification as to why the siatus has changed: 

Dnkno\/n - just getting ready to start the RI. 

Q Does the site currently have conlaminated ground waler or did sile conditions 
warrant EPA's investigation or remediation of ground water contamination in the past? 

Answer: Yes 

N 

No 

Yes 

nsufflcient 
Data/No 

I'Sufficient 
Data'No 

I'SLfficicnt 
Oata/iNO 

< 

/ Step 1 Based on the most current data on the site, has all available 
relevant/significant information on known and reasonably suspected releases lo 
ground water been considered in this determination? 

Answer: I n s u f f i c i e n t Data 

SDMS/Control Number: 

List Reference Documenl(s): 

Yes 

Step 2. Is ground wafer known or reasonably suspected to be "contaminated" above 
appropriately protective risk-based "levels" (applrcable promulgated standards, as well 
as other appropriate standards, guidelines, or criteria) as a resull 

of a release from the sile? 

Answer: 

SDMS/Control Number: 

List Reference Documenl(s): 

No 

Yes 

Step 3. Is the migration of contaminated ground waler stabilized (such that 
contaminated ground water is expected to remain within "existing area of 
contaminaled ground water") as defined by the monitoring locations designated at 

the time of this determination? 

Answer: 

SDMS/Control Number: 

List Reference Document(s): 

No 

Stop, you do not 
need to 

complele the 
GMEl 

Contaminated 
Ground Water 

Migration Under 
Control 



1 

Insufficient 
Dala/No 

Insufficient 
Data/No 

Dala/No 

\l 

^ Yes 

Step 4. Does "contaminated" ground water discharge into surface water bodies? 

J Answer 

SDMS/Control Number 

Lisi Reference Documenl(s). 

\ Yes 

Step 5. Can the dischaige of "contaminated" ground water into the surface waler be 
shown lo be "currently acceptable" as defined (i.e. not cause unacceptable impacts lo 
surface water, sediment;., or ecosystems thai should not be allowed to 

continue until a final remedy decision can be made and implemenled)'' 

Answer: 

SDMS/Control Number: 

List Reference Document(s): 

j Yes 

Step 6. Will ground water monitoring/measuremeni data ( and surface 
water/sediment/ecological data as necessarj') be collected in the future to verify thai 
contaminated ground waler has remained within the horizonlal (or vertical, as 

necessary) dimensions of the "existing area" ot contaminaled ground water'' 

Answer: 

SDMS/Control Number 

List Reference Documenl(s): 

\ 
Yes 

/ 

No 

C 

No 

« 

No 

\̂  
Insufficient Data to 

Determine Contaminaled 
Ground Waler Migration 

Under Control Slalus 

Contaminated Ground 
Water Migration Under 

Control 

Contaminaled Ground 
Water Migration Not 

Under Conlrol 

Approvals (Initial and Date) 

RPM Section Chief Technical Review Branch Chief IMC Data Entry. 

[Z'?-^c\ (h/f- >|t(-o«j t^r.-T A J ' . . , c • • ^ 



Superfund Environmental Indicators Survey 
Human Exposure Under Control & Groundwater Migration Under Control 

>u } I. Site Infomiation 

Rtrgion: 

S Lite: 

fFA ID: 

Sin; Niiini:: 

£1 
IL 
\LOmOOIom29. 

Ci'iistTictiofi Complete: • Yes 

\f^'\VV\i^sse.W'V VWAet^^"^ 
B ^ N o 

Steip 2. H u m a n Exposure Under Control 

^ s e d levels for \re all idertified human exposure pathways from contamination at the site under coptTol o r ^ 
current laiKl and'or gi lundwater use conditions? "Under control" means that ai 
lo pievent anj' unacceptable human exposure under current land- amJ-groundwafoiC*!^cpnAtlonFonly. 
.•.i '̂irDnmenlal indicator does not consider potential futupH^S^jijotKJUiidwateiy1fee,/e6pditioo!^q9r ecblOffA^ recei 

DYes 

Step 3. Contaminated Groundwater MigrationtJnder Control 

^oe; the site have contaminated groundwater? (In the universe of 1180 groundwater sites identified as of EOY 2000). 

E3 Yes D No (Go to Step 4) 

5 th; migration of cx)ntaminated groundwater from the site being controlled through engineered remedies or natural 

Mcc ;sse;;.' 

a Yes 

Step 4. Rogionai Contac t Information 

( \ ;i plated b) 

ii(>ei-vistjr: 

(signature) 

(print) 

(title) 

(phone) 

Date 

(signature) 

uriy - 6 ^ JL^^_ . ^ 

:^B 
k5M 
1 - ^ C D ' ^ -̂ -n^o-x 

(t'l'e) fg^TTo^ C ^ f j F B ^ s - ^ 2 _ 

Date -pll^jo-^ 

7: 
.9 

file:///LOmOOIom29


Superfund Human Exposure Under Control Worksheet 
['rlinirun: A-i; all ui.'niified human exposure pathways from contaminaiion at the site under control or b^low health-ha.sed levels 
fir current hind andVir groundwaier use conditions? "Under control" means that adequately protective contrcils are in place lo pi event 
a y jnai i:epta 5le human exposure under current land- and groundwater- use conditions only. This environmental indicator does 
n.'l coriiicr pntcntial liiture land-or groundwater- use conditions nor ecological receptors. 

Ri.'gior: £ 1 

Si;eN;.me: I^./ 'LI-TU 

S[ep I. Based on the most current data for the site, has all available relevant/significant information oti 
l.nown contaminants to soil, surface water/sediments, and air al the NPL site been considered in this 

|vjp I 1:1 detennination? 
I xplain Rationale: 

ants to soil, surface water/sediments, and air at the NPL site beei 

.ISI Site Relerence Document: 

Insu Tic •rr.t 
fiatj 

Yes ) 
I ' 7 
iTjenfs, or air i Mep 2 .\re groundwater, soil, surface water, sedirhenfs, or air media known or reasonably saspccted 

to be "contaminated"' above appropriately protective risk-based "levels" (applicable promulgated 
-[andard'., as well as otfccr appropriate standihis, guidelines, guidance, orcnteTJaVfroiji known conLiminants? 
t plain Rationale: P\MQ iVO lM.Pd/ tt^ ( ' S c 0 > / M ctn f 1 ^ ( 5 / 

I ist Site Reference Document: 

'ii'.ficicnt 
Cat,! 

Step 3 i\iz there complete pathways between "contamination" and human receptors such that exposures 
tan be reasonably expeciwi under the curreAt /land- agd ground water-use) cotidiuons? 
1 xplain Ralionale: n \ ' ( L « - ^ U^'PpJI t W | . ^ <^0 tr~ , ^ Q̂ ^ f ^ [ / \ f < . ( i: 
I isi Sile Reference Document; 

rW 

V > ; - : : 

"^tcp 4 Are the potential exposures from Slep 3 wimfn acceptable limits under current (land and 
^ ^-j vuround water use) conditions (eg , within the cancer risk range or Hl<^l)? 

îJ ^_^ fixplain Rationale: 

V ist Sue Reference Document 

^/y:y 
.^^•:ore InfomianoiiN. 

!

' ' v . -^ ike Deicmiin:r 

: / y^'-y 

No 

No 

Yes 

YES, Sire Does 
Meet Definition 



Superfund Migration of Contaminated 
Ground Water Dnder Control Worksheet 

>f.nili(in. I, the mi .'ration ofcontaminated ground water from the .-.itc being controlled through engineered or natural processes'' 

Region: 12 

HPA;D: !uW00y)^,'Mr^9^ 
Site \an.e: tM . ^ i ^ . ^ ^ ' . - f U v- ^ V e ^ ^ ^ "̂ ^ — 

Nd 

Step I. Based on the most current data on the site, has all available relevantysignificant information on 
known and reasonably susaected releases to the gr/lund \jate(:,been considered iivjhit H.Je-ermination? 
Exphiiii Rationale: f V ^ «--<? U / i ^ r ^ l O y t S c O n ^ Q , F T / 7 - > ^ 

Lisi Site Reference Document: " ^ 

InsLffci: 
Da:j 

Step -I Is ground water known or reasonably su.specfcd to be "contaminated" above appropnately 
protective risk-based "levels" (applicable promulgated standards, as well as other appropriate standards, 
guidelines, or cnteria) ai.a resuli ofa rclcasd fron^thcjuie'' / ) lA ( y / 
E.xpl;.ir Rationale: P ^ - y r- '(?U^ o d / i b r I S < i ( 3 * ^ t ^ Q ^ F n - l > S { 

Lisi i'lt" Reference Document: 

L|YcJ 

/^ 
': InsLiffici-'nt 
!' Oat:. 

V. 

f 

No 

Step ' Is the migration ofcontaminated ground \vatc^ stabilized (such that contaminated ground water 
IS cxp-.'c ted 10 remain within "existing area ot'contaminatcd ground water") as defined by the monitoring 
locaiior.s designated at the iime nf this determinalion'.' 
Explt.in Rationale: 

List Sile Reference Document: 

-YES, 
Site Docs 
Meet 
Definiiion 

No 

jYcs 

Insi. fT'c •; 
Dan 

Step 4. Does "contaminated" ground water discharge into surface water bodies? 
Explain Rationale: '_ 

List Site Reference Document: 

No 

lYes 

liisLfTu.': 
Dan 

Slep -S. Can ihc discharge of "contaminated" ground water into surface water be shown to be "currently 
acceptable" as defined (i.e. not cause unacceptable impacts lo surface water, sediments, or ecosystems 
that should not be allowed to continue until a final remed> decision can be made and implemented)? 
Explain Ralionale: 

List Siie Reference Document: 

I suffu eni 
Da:;i 

|Yes 

No 

Step (\ Will ground water monitoring/measurement data (and surface water/sediment/ecological data 
as necessary) be collected in the futun; to venfy that contaminated ground water has remained within 
the hrnior.ia; (or vertical, as r eccss.'jy) dime.tjior.s of iht "txisti.ig ar>;a" of contaminaled gi-otind water? 
Explain Rationale: 

List Site Reference Document: 

( INS.IFFICIENT DAT/\, J 
vMor .• InJQcjjaruwNettlod-

1.1 \ ib; DtermiiaiioTf 

Y' 

No 

YES. Site Does Meet Definition 
NO, Silc Docs Not 
Meet Definition 

file:///an.e


Superfund Environmental Indicators Survey 
Long-Term Human Health Protection & Groundwater Migration Under Control 

Slep I. Site iDformation 

leron: 

• :at(' 

\ : P \ ED: 

• i:c hame: 

r 
/ ^ 

i^onooQ(,.^7^I:L 
|fYX^Hi.vf35^ -V \\c^^Jc^ Z^r^r. C . . S . . \ ^ 

"orstruclion C^omplete: D Yes ©""^o 

Step ;i. Lonij-Term Human Health Protection 

.'Vi; ill I identified human exposure pathways from contamination at the site under control or below health-based levels 
it'i c jiTent la id ari:i/or groundwater use conditions? "Under control" means that adequately protective controls are in 
p ict K) pi;v(;n1 any unacceptable human exposure under current land- and groundwater- use conditions only. This 
eiP'iiorimentE I indicator does not consider potential future land- or groundwater- use conditions nor ecological 
re .:i;ptors^--

l.̂ -Tn ;))fru:ien dtita to determine HE O Current exposures not controlled CD Current exposures not controlled but some 
human exposures control achieved 

1... <.\ iTcni ex :05urf; controlled D Current exposures controlled and D Long-term human health protection aihieved 
protective remedy in place 

Step S. Contaminated Groundwater Migration Under Control 

Cot.'? Uie s t e have contaminated groundwater? (In the universe of 1180 groimdwater sites identified as of EOY 2000). 

^ Y e 5 D No (Go to Step 4) 

h ilic migration ol' conlaminated groundwater from the site being controlled through engineered remedies or natural 
p • >:i;-ses'.' ^ ^ -

• Ves D No Qinsufficient Data 

Step t. Regional Contact Information 

(iiiiiipleteil by 
(signature) Zm. 

(P""t) "^eATKAX^C" 6 ^ ( L ^ > 

(title) J J j y K 

(phone) ^1? - I M - Gyj^ 

Si p i r \ i sor : 

Date 

(signature) 

"^-n-o^ 

j ^ ' -M^c i^ - K < ^ 

(pnnt) i^cCCA f ( l ( ^ 

(title) Avb'-^ Ccv^An CW €̂̂ ' 

(phone) ')i^-mfAniAi 

Date M ± 
lyĵ  "i-z -̂oy 



Ret.iofi: ^2_ 
St;, E: . \L. 
El-/"in: tCT^OO 0 ^ ( ^ ^ l t ~ ^ 
Sit: Niitre: ; _ ; "iy\^ W 7 \ n r . CQ. ̂ ' - ^ e -

Esti-pated Control Date: UViU-viJVJVi j - J t y J ( ^ ' ^ Y ^ - ^ ^ Jo 5 f ^ t - f l - I 

<J^>^ 

Superfund Long-Term Human Health Protection Worksheet 

Dijfiniiior: 1'̂ e Long-Term Human Health Prolection El documents Ihe progress achieved towards providing long-term 
hunan health protection by measuring the incremental progress achieved in controlling unacceptable human exposures at a 
Si l l^ 

Step 1. Is enough infomiation available lo evaluate the status of human exposure 
contrcil using this indicator? 

I.isl Reference Documenl(s) and SDMS Number(s): 

yes 

m 
Step 2. Have all human exposure-relafed cleanup goals been met for the entire 
site'' 

l-ist Reference Documenl(s) and SDMS Number(s): 

No 

No 

0) 

o 

•Step ;.. Are there complete human exposure pathways t)etween contaminaled 
ijrouniJwaier. surface water, soil, sediment or air media and human receptors such 
'.hat exposures can be reasonably expected under current conditions? 

. is l Reference Document(s) and SDMS Number(s): 

Yes 

Step 1 Are the poiential human exposures associated with complete pathways 
rtitliin acceptatrte limits under current conditions? 

11st Referenc>9 Documents) and SDMS Numberfs); 

No 

Step S. Have any actions been taken since EPA first exercised removal or 
remecial authority at ttie site that have significantly reduced the level of previously 
iinaccBptable human exposure under current condilions? 

l is t Reference Documenl(s) and SDMS NumbBr(8): 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Insuft lAlcm Uats t o v 
Oetormln* Human IN. 
Exposure Control 

Status 

Long-Term Human 
Health Protection 

Achieved 

Currant Human 
Exposures Not 

Control led 

Current Human 
Exposures Not 

Control led But Some 
Exposure Control 

Achieved 

; Stea fi Is Ihe site Construction Complete, is the remedy operating as intended, 
;ind are engineering and institutional controls, if required, in place and effective? 

List Reference Document(s) and SDMS Number(s); 

No 

Yes 

Currant Human 
Exposures 
Controlled 

Current Human 
Exposure Controlled 

and Protective 
Remedy in Place 



Rtnit i r : 
S-.ri;: 
E P M ICi: 
Sil= N;ine: 

^ 
.U--

im ^ i-V 7 iiri£ r o ctK-

Es mi l ted Control Date: Vj^U- i ^ 'Twy^ 

( 5 ^ 

Superfund Migration of Contaminated 
Ground Water Under Control 

Worksheet 

Deiiriiticn Is the nigralion of conlaminated ground water being controlled through engineered or natural processes? 

Q Does the site currently have contaminatad ground water or did site condilions 
wirnant EPA's invesligation or remedialion of ground waler contamination In the 
past? /^^—"-^ 

y 

step 1. Based on the most current d; 
significant informalion on known and ri 
been considered in this detenninalion? 

List Reference Documenl(s): 

~1 No Slop, you do not 
need to 

complate the 
GMEl 

on (l)ir%iie, has all available relevant/ 
lably suspected releases to ground water 

inr.ufficienl 
Data 

Yes 

Step 2. Is ground water known or reasonably suspected lo be "conlaminated* above 
appropriately protective risk-based "levels' (applicable promulgated standards, as 
well as other appnDpnate standards, guidalinas. or criteria) as a result of a release 
from the site? 

List Reference Docum»nl(s): 

No 
Contaminated 
Giojnd Water 

Migration Under 
Control 

Yes 

liif.ufficient 
Data 

Slep 3. Is tha migration ol contaminaled ground water statHllzed (such Ihat 
contaminated ground water is expected to remain within 'existing area of 
cuntaminaled ground water*) as defined by the monitoring locations designated al the 
lime of this determination? 

List Reference Document(s): 

No 

Yes 
In.Mjfficiant 

DBUT Slep 4. Does 'contaminated' ground water discharge into surlace water bodies? 

List Reference Document(s}: 

No 

Yes 

li'f.ufficieni 
Data 

Step 5- Can the discharge of "contaminated" ground waler inIo surface water be 
shown lo be 'cunently acceptable'as defined (i.e., not cause unacceptable impacts 
tc surface water, sedimenis, or ecosystems that should not be allowed to continue 

— until a final remedy decision can be made and implemented)? 

List Reference Docum9nl(s): 

I Yes 

l';;uflicient 
Data 

Slep 6- Will ground waler monitoring/measurement data (and surface watery 
sediment/ecological data as necessary) be coliecled In Ihe future to verify that 
contaminated ground wa. 3r has remained within the horizonlal (or vertical, es 
n.icess8ry) dimensions of the "existing area" of contaminated ground waler? 

List Reference Document<s>: 

No 

No 

V 

Irisulfi^ienl Data I 
Ciitemiine 

(;ontani na'.e<. Ground 
Wall r Migranon / 

Ur der Conlrnl Slalus / 

I vo • \ 

I Yes 

Contaminated 
Ground Water 

Migration Under 
Control 

Contaminated 
Ground Weler 
Migration Not 
Under Control 



I>c. I 
Superfund Migration of Contaminated Ground Water Under Control Worksheet 

Def nition: Is the migration ot conlaminated ground water being controlled through engineered or natural processes? 

Site Name: MATTHIESSEN AND HEGELER ZINC COMPANY EPAID: IL0000064782 
GW Survey Status: Insufficient Data to Determine Contaminated Groundwater 

Migration Control Status 
Estimated Under Control Date (if not under control): 9 / 3 0 / 2 0 2 5 

Justif ication Text: It site^latus has changed. Please enter a justification as to why the status has changed: 
UnJcioim - j u s t g a t i t l i i g ready t o s t a r t t ha R I . 

Q Does the sile cunently have conlaminated ground water or did sile conditions warrant EPA's 
investigation or remedialion of ground waler contamination in the past? 

Answer: Y e S 

No Step, you do not; 
_ > . need to 

csmplete the 
GMEl 

Yes 

InsuTficient 
^Data/Nc , 

"itepT 
ipforma 

Based on the most current data on the site, has all available relevant/significant 
'ormation on knovm and reasonably suspected releases lo ground waler been considered in this 

delermination? 

Answer: I n s u f f i c i e n t D a t a 
List Reference 
Documenl(s): 

^ Yes 

Insufficieni 
t)ala/No 

Step 2 Is ground water known or reasonably suspecled to be "contaminated" above 

appropriately protective risk-based "levels" (applicable promulgated standards, as well as other 

appropriate standards, guidelines, or criteria) as a result of a release from the site? 

Answer: 

List Re'erence 
Document(s): 

No (!;ontaminated 
(jround Waler 

Migration Under 
Control 

Yes 

Insufficieni 
t)ata/No 

Step 3 Is the migration of contaminaled ground water stabilized (such that contaminated ground 
water is expected to remain within "existing area of contaminated ground water") as 

defined by the monitoring locations designated at the time of this delermination? 

Answer: 

List Reference 
Document(s): 

No 

Yes 

Insuflicienl 
[)ala/N:. 

Step 4. Does "contaminated" ground waler discharge into surface water bodies? 

Answer: 

List Reference 
Document(s): 

In.iufTicient 
Ciatii/N.: 

!<-

T 

No 

Yes 

Slep 5. Can the discharge of "contaminaled" ground water into the surface waler be shown lo be 
"cunrenlly acceptable" as defined (i.e.. not cause unacceptable impacts to surface water, 
sedimenis, or ecosystems that should not be allowed to continue until a final remedy decision can 
be made and implemented)? 

Answer: 

List Reference 
Documenl(s): 

Yes 

Insuficieit 
Datii/N:. 

Slep 6 Will ground water monitoring/measurement data ( and surface water/sediment/ecological 
data as necessary) be collected in the future lo verify that contaminated ground waler has 

remained within Ihe horizonlal (or vertical, as necessary) dimensions of the "existing area" of 
contaminated ground waler? 

Answer: 

List Reference 
Document(s): 

Insufficient [lata tc Oelermine 
<;':rilaminat:d Grojnd Water 

M (1 ration Under Conlrol Status 

^ Yes 
Contaminaled Ground Water 

Migration Under Control | 

No 

No 

Contaminated Ground 
Water Migration Not 

Under Control 

-i-^tr 
Remedial Project Mapa^ey: ,]pEMAREE COLL IER 

1'. 
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b%i 
SOURCE: CERCLIS US EPA, SUPERFUND PROGRAM 

LONG-TERM HUMAN HEALTH PROTECTION WORKSHEET 
RUNTIME: 2/24/11 12:24PM 

Site Name: MATTHIESSEN AND HEGELER ZINC COMPANY EPA ID: 1L0000064782 

NPL Status: Currently on tlie Final NPL 

Region: 05 Section: SFD/RRB#1/RRS3: 090594401 Primary RPIVI: COLLIER, DEMAREE 

HE Survey Status: Intuffieient Data ta Detormine Human Bnpotura CantriaLgtattw- /\/ i?T 7 N ^ ^ ^ C O ['•.J~r(^0 t 

HE Estimated Control Date: 3/31/2011 LTHHP Estimated Control Date: 9/30/2025 HE Last Review Date: 12/20/2010 RPM Certified: Yes 

Justification Type: Justification Date: 

Justificalion Text: If site status has changed, please enter a justification as lo why the status has changed: 

Unknown Fgrly stage of RI, -

Definition: The Long-Term Human Health Protection El documents the progress achieved towards providing long-term 
human health protection by measuring the incremental progress achieved in controlling unacceptable human exposures at 
a site. 

iStep 1: Is there sufficient known and reliable information to make an evaluation on human exposure at this site? 

Answer: -He " ^ t S 
SDMS Number(s): 

List Reference Document(s): "T)!^ A.p^*- R \ C S ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ ^ 

X X O \ ^ (ctc,\c A s 5 t b v . > - ^ V L Y O . 1 

_v_ 
Yes 

'Step 2: Have all long-term human exposure-related cleanup goals been met for the entire site? 
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^lep 3: Are there complete human exposure pathways between contaminated groundwater, soil surface water, 
teediment, or air media and human receptors such that exposures can be reasonably expected under current 
conditions? 

Answer: Y ^ S 
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jStep 4: Are the actual or reasonably expected human exposures associated with the complete pathways Tdenlified in" 
Step 3 within acceptable limits under current conditions? 

Answer: \vJO 

SDMS Number(s): 

List Reference Document(s): 
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(continued from previous page) 

yt 
step 5: Is the site Construction Complete, is the remedy operating as intended, and are engineering and institutional 
controls (if required), in place and effective? 
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step 6: Are there continuing exposures at the site? Answer Yes only if EPA (or a state or PRP) has exhausted all j 
response actions and legal authorities to prevent unacceptable human exposure, yet exposures continue due to a 
refusal by the property owner(s) to participate in the remedy (e.g., reliisal lo accept a municipal water supply hookup)! 
AND the region wishes to exercise its discretion to classify this site as Human Exposure Under Control, consistent 
with the requirements laid out in the Superfund Environmental Indicators Guidance (OSWER 9285.02, March 2008, 
pages 4-10 and 4-11). 

Answer: 

Exposure Pathway Description 

If Human Exposure is NOT under control, please describe the exposure pathway. 

V Approved by Headquarters Environmental Coordinator 
Unofficial 

There is insufficient information to determine the site-wide Human Exposure Control.5tataS^t the Matthiessen and Hegeler Zinc Company 
Superfund Site. The site was used for a variety of industrial activities Indujling-iTiiriing and smelting. Metals contamination of soils and 
nearby water bodies is expected to be the primary risk. ExposuregathWays include possible trespassers on the site as well as nearby 
pff-slte residents, who may be exposed to soil contaminatisp^-TResite is fenced except along the Vermillion River. Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) sampling begaj*itr3uly 2007, with a PRP conducting the work on a portion of the Site (including the 
Little Vermillion River) and U.S. EPA conductin^tfie investigation on the remaining part of the Site. U.S. EPA also completed some 
residential soil screening around the^ite'ior contaminants that may have migrated off-site and Into residential yards. Two follow-up data 
gap sampling efforts in the regid«f1f!al area were conducted in 2009 and early 2010 to conclude the final field work at the site. Initial results 
have shown relativeMgw-ISvels of metals contamination in the residential area. Once the risk assessment is finalized there should be 
sufficient inforijjatitfnto make some conclusions regarding the human exposure control status at the site. 
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Official 

There is insufficient information to determine the site-wide Human Exposure Control statusat,tb0-MattfTiessen and Hegeler Zinc Company 
Superfund Site. The site was used for a variety of industrial activities includingmjjjiog-ariQ'smelting. Metals contamination of soils and 
nearby water bodies is expected to be the primary risk. Exposure pattn^ays-irlCrude possible trespassers on the site as well as nearby 
off-site residents, who may be exposed to soil contaminatloir^JDie^^Tfels fenced except along the Vermillion River. Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) sampling beganji}-ihTly2007, with a PRP conducting the work on a portion of the Site (including the 
Little Vermillion River) and U.S. EPA conductigg^helnvestigation on the remaining part of the Site. U.S. EPA also completed some 
residential soil screening around thegite^fUTcontaminants that may have migrated off-site and into residential yards. Two follow-up data 
gap sampling efforts in therssidentlaTarea were conducted in 2009 and early 2010 to conclude the final field work at the site. Initial results 
'have shown rela^^ely4aVv1evels of metals contamination in the residential area. Once the risk assessment is finalized there should be 
Sufficient ipforrfia^n to make some conclusions regarding the human exposure control status at the site. 
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